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 Trends and 
Highlights 

The Civilian Police Oversight Agency (CPOA) received 268 
complaints in 2017, a 35% increase compared with 2016 
but comparable to the number of complaints received in 
prior years. The CPOA also received 519 citizen police 
commendations in 2017, submitted by 187 individuals 
acknowledging outstanding acts of service by 283 officers 
and employees. 

The CPOA completed 116 citizen police complaint 
investigations, representing 215 allegations of police 
misconduct in 2017. The 116 complaints represent a 65% 
decrease since the 331 complaints completed in 2016, 
which is partially a consequence of the backlog in cases the 
CPOA had to address that year. Among completed 
complaints, 68 were Administratively Closed and 48 had 
other findings. These complaints were submitted by 109 
complainants, involved 105 APD sworn and civilian staff 
members, and resulted in 133 findings.  

Officers with Sustained findings for violating Standard 
Operating Procedure were referred to the Chief of Police, 
who has sole disciplinary authority over APD personnel. 
3ÕÓÔÁÉÎÅÄ ÆÉÎÄÉÎÇÓ ÁÒÅ ÍÁÄÅ ÐÁÒÔ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ ÏÆÆÉÃÅÒȭÓ ÐÅÒÍÁÎÅÎÔ 
record. Out of 133 overall findings, the Chief of Police 
sustained 16 findings (11 total cases) and disciplined 14.   

The CPOA and the Chief did not concur on four findings. The 
national average sustained findings rate in police 
ÍÉÓÃÏÎÄÕÃÔ ÉÓ ψϷ ɉ#!4/ )ÎÓÔÉÔÕÔÅȭÓ .ÁÔÉÏÎÁÌ 0ÏÌÉÃÅ 
Misconduct Reporting Project, 2010). This ranks the 
!ÌÂÕÑÕÅÒÑÕÅ 0ÏÌÉÃÅ $ÅÐÁÒÔÍÅÎÔȭÓ ÒÁÔÅ ÏÆ ÓÕÓÔÁÉÎÅÄ ÆÉÎÄÉÎÇÓ 
12% above average.  

The CPOA will continue to work towards compliance with 
the court approved settlement agreement and collaborate 
with the Internal Affairs Division to investigate civilian 
complaints fully and fairly. The CPOA will also continue 
working with the community to enhance accountability and 
transparency at the Albuquerque Police Department. We 
strive to improve not only the oversight process but also the 
relationship between the public and the police force as a 
whole. 
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Introduction  
This report describes the activities of the Civilian Police 
Oversight Agency (CPOA), which provides civilian oversight 
of the Albuquerque Police Department, for calendar year 
ςπρχȢ Ȱ#ÉÖÉÌÉÁÎ ÏÖÅÒÓÉÇÈÔȱ ÒÅÆÅÒÓ to persons who are not 
sworn police officers having input on police department 
policy and handling of misconduct allegations1 This 
typically involves, at a minimum, citizen participation in the 
review of complaints about police. The CPOA is a type of 
external civilian investigatory agency whereby civilians 
employed by an independent governmental institution are 
authorized to accept, investigate, and make 
recommendations concerning the resolution of complaints 
against police. The external civilian investigatory agency is 
one of four generally recognized models of civilian oversight that vary in their independence from and 
capacity to influence police department policy and discipline.2 Table 1 on the following page describes 
each of these models; the strengths and weaknesses of each.3 !ÌÔÈÏÕÇÈ ÔÈÅÒÅ ÉÓ ÎÏ ÁÃÃÅÐÔÅÄ ȰÂÅÓÔ 
ÐÒÁÃÔÉÃÅȱ ÆÏÒ ÃÉÖÉÌÉan oversight, practitioners argue that oversight agencies should go beyond complaint 
disposition by attempting to identify the broader problems that underlie community dissatisfaction with 
police.4 
The process utilized by the CPOA for reviewing complaints, as well as the findings they recommend to the 

Chief of the Albuquerque Police Department, are described in the sections that immediately follow. This 

report then provides contextual information encompassing background on the Police Oversight 

Ordinance, evaluation by the independent monitor for the court approved Settlement Agreement; a 

description of the purpose of civilian oversight; the process for mediation of civilian complaints; progress 

made on problem-oriented oversight projects; and policy changes recommended.  

Next, the report presents quantitative data on the number of complaints received and completed by the 
CPOA during 2017, including the number of allegations investigated or administratively closed and the 
#0/!ȭÓ ÒÅÃÏÍÍÅÎÄÅÄ ÆÉÎÄÉÎÇÓ ÆÏÒ ÔÈÅÓÅ ÁÌÌÅÇÁÔÉÏÎÓȢ Finally, the report provides demographic and 
multiple or repeat allegation information for persons involved in complaints, first for civilians and then 
for police department officers and employees. 

                                                      
 

1 Miller, Joel and Cybele Merrick. 2002. Civilian Oversight of Policing: Lessons from the Literature. New York: Vera Institute of Justice. 

2 &ÏÒ Á ÒÅÖÉÅ× ÏÆ ÃÉÖÉÌÉÁÎ ÏÖÅÒÓÉÇÈÔ ÍÏÄÅÌÓ ÁÎÄ Á ÓÉÍÉÌÁÒ ÃÌÁÓÓÉÆÉÃÁÔÏÒÙ ÓÃÈÅÍÅȟ ÓÅÅ #ÌÁÒËÅȟ 3ÔÅÐÈÅÎȢ ςππωȢ Ȱ!ÒÒÅÓÔÅÄ /ÖÅÒÓÉÇÈÔ: A 
#ÏÍÐÁÒÁÔÉÖÅ !ÎÁÌÙÓÉÓ ÁÎÄ #ÁÓÅ 3ÔÕÄÙ ÏÆ (Ï× #ÉÖÉÌÉÁÎ /ÖÅÒÓÉÇÈÔ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ 0ÏÌÉÃÅ 3ÈÏÕÌÄ &ÕÎÃÔÉÏÎ ÁÎÄ (Ï× ÉÔ &ÁÉÌÓȢȱ Columbia Journal of Law 
and Social Problems 43: 1-49. 

3 3ÔÒÅÎÇÔÈÓ ÁÎÄ ×ÅÁËÎÅÓÓÅÓ ÁÄÁÐÔÅÄ ÆÒÏÍ .ÁÔÉÏÎÁÌ !ÓÓÏÃÉÁÔÉÏÎ ÆÏÒ #ÉÖÉÌÉÁÎ /ÖÅÒÓÉÇÈÔ ÏÆ ,Á× %ÎÆÏÒÃÅÍÅÎÔ ɉ.!#/,%ɊȢ .Ȣ ÄȢ Ȱ&!1Óȡ /versight 
-ÏÄÅÌÓȡ )Ó /ÎÅ -ÏÄÅÌ "ÅÔÔÅÒ ÔÈÁÎ !ÎÏÔÈÅÒȩȱ 2ÅÔÒÉÅÖÅÄ *ÕÌÙ ςφȟ ςπρψ ɉÈÔÔÐÓȡȾȾ×××ȢÎacole.org/faqs). 

4 ,ÉÖÉÎÇÓÔÏÎȟ $ÅÂÒÁȢ ςππτȢ Ȱ4ÈÅ 5ÎÆÕÌÆÉÌÌÅÄ 0ÒÏÍÉÓÅ ÏÆ #ÉÔÉÚÅÎ 2ÅÖÉÅ×Ȣȱ Ohio State Journal of Criminal Law 1: 653-669. 
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Table 1. Models of Civilian Oversight of Police 

  
Description 

 
Strengths 

 
Weaknesses 

Internal 
Civilian 
Investigation 

 

Civilians are hired to 
conduct complaint 
investigations for the 
internal affairs unit 
of a police 
department 

 Financial and political 
support for a separate 
oversight agency is 
not necessary; 
civilians replace 
sworn officers as 
investigators 

 Employees have incentives to 
appease department employers 
and are unlikely to develop 
uniquely "civilian" viewpoints  

 

  

 

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

       External 
Civilian 
Review or 
Appeal 

 

An independent 
civilian review board 
reviews police 
investigations or 
civilian appeals; 
board can make 
finding or 
disciplinary 
recommendations 

 

Can provide greater 
transparency of 
complaint handling by 
internal affairs and 
incline department to 
act on 
recommendations 

 

Relies on data from police 
investigators; if composed of 
volunteers they may only be able 
to review a limited number of 
cases 

   

   

    

   

    

    

    

    

    

       External 
Civilian 
Investigation 

 

Agency can accept 
and investigate 
complaints; make 
finding or 
disciplinary 
recommendations; 
advise policy; and 
administer 
alternative dispute 
resolution 

 

Authority to reach 
independent 
judgment regarding 
merits of a complaint; 
identify issues in 
policy, supervision or 
training; and oversee 
officer-citizen 
mediation 

 

Insufficient resources can rapidly 
undermine effectiveness; limited 
ability to address problems not 
brought to its attention via citizen 
complaints 

   

   

    

    

    

    

    

    

    

       
External 
Civilian 
Auditor  

 

Auditor is granted 
full access to police 
department records 
and given broad 
authority to report 
on all aspects of 
departmental policy 

 

Augmented ability to 
discover patterns of 
problematic police 
behavior or policies 
unlikely to be 
addressed through 
traditional complaint 
processes 

 

Necessary resources may be out of 
reach for most communities; 
success is highly dependent on 
individual skill of auditor and his 
or her staff 
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Process for Reviewing Civilian Police 
Complaints  and Findings Categories  
The process for reviewing civilian police complaints starts with a person filing a complaint against the 

Albuquerque Police Department (APD) via the internet or in writing. The CPOA will mediate complaints, 

whenever appropriate and agreed upon by the parties. If the case is not appropriate for mediation, the 

Civilian Police Oversight Agency (CPOA) will open a case and assign it to an investigator.  The assigned 

investigator will interview witnesses, obtain evidence, and interview the APD personnel involved. Once 

the investigation of the complaint is completed, the Executive Director of the CPOA will review the 

complaint and results of the investigation to determine if there are any violations of Albuquerque Police 

Department Standard Operating Procedures (SOPs).  SOPs are the Police Department's rules regulating 

employee conduct.  The Executive Director of the CPOA will draft a letter indicating his conclusions and 

findings, which the POB will accept, reject, or modify.  The Executive Director may send the completed 

investigation to the Department in order to meet discipline deadlines. The members of the Police 

Oversight Board (POB) will review the complaint and approve the Executive Director's findings and 

conclusions. After the POB has approved the Executive Director's findings, the CPOA will send the 

findin gs to the person who filed the complaint via Certified Mail and to the Albuquerque Police 

Department.  The person who filed the complaint may appeal the POB's findings. The Civilian Police 

Oversight Agency can only recommend discipline.  The Chief of Police retains sole authority to impose 

discipline to an Albuquerque Police Department employee for violations of the Albuquerque Police 

$ÅÐÁÒÔÍÅÎÔ 3ÔÁÎÄÁÒÄ /ÐÅÒÁÔÉÎÇ 0ÒÏÃÅÄÕÒÅÓȢ  4ÈÅ ÐÅÒÓÏÎ ×ÈÏ ÆÉÌÅÄ ÔÈÅ #ÏÍÐÌÁÉÎÔ ÍÁÙ ÁÐÐÅÁÌ ÔÈÅ 0/"ȭÓ 

findings and the #ÈÉÅÆȭÓ ÄÉÓÃÉÐÌÉÎÁÒÙ ÆÉÎÄÉÎÇÓȢ  4ÈÅ #ÉÖÉÌÉÁÎ 0ÏÌÉÃÅ /ÖÅÒÓÉÇÈÔ !ÇÅÎÃÙ ÄÏÅÓ ÎÏÔ ÃÏÎÄÕÃÔ 

criminal investigations. 

There are six possible findings that the APD and the CPOA use. These six are: Sustained, Not Sustained, 

Exonerated, Unfounded, Sustained Violation Not Based on Original Complaint (Sustained/NBOOC), and 

Administratively Closed. The following are the definitions for those findings. 

SUSTAINED ɀ Where the investigation determines, by a preponderance of the evidence that the alleged 
misconduct did occur. 
NOT SUSTAINED ɀ Where the investigation is unable to determine, by a preponderance of the evidence, whether 
the alleged misconduct occurred. 
EXONERATED ɀ Where the investigation determines, by a preponderance of the evidence, that the alleged conduct 
did occur but did not violate APD policies, procedures, or training. 
UNFOUNDED ɀ Where the investigation determines, by clear and convincing evidence, that the alleged misconduct 
did not occur or did not involve the subject officer. 
SUSTAINED VIOLATION NOT BASED ON ORIGINAL COMPLAINT (SUSTAINED/NBOOC) ɀ Where the 
investigation determines, by a preponderance of the evidence, that misconduct did occur that was not alleged in 
the original complaint but that was discovered during the misconduct investigation. 
ADMINISTRATIVELY CLOSED ɀ Where the policy violations are minor, the allegations are duplicative, or 
investigation cannot be conducted because of the lack of information in the complaint. 
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Background   
 
In compliance with the 2014 Court Approved Settlement Agreement (CASA) between the United States 
Department of Justice and the City of Albuquerque, the City Council adopted the Police Oversight Ordinance (§ 
9-4-1-1 through 9-4-1-14). This ordinance created a Civilian Police Oversight Agency (CPOA) consisting of a 
Police Oversight Board (POB) and an Administrative Office led by an Executive Director. The Administrative 
Office investigates all civilian complaints regarding police conduct and monitors police internal affairs 
matters. The POB is tasked with reviewing and amending or approving the findings of Administrative Office 
investigations and providing policy recommendations for the Albuquerque Police Department (APD). 

The Police Oversight Ordinance also specifies that the CPOA will publish semi-annual written reports 
presenting data on the number, kind and status of civilian complaints received; suggested policy and/or 
procedural changes; statistical race/ethnicity of subject officers and complainants; ÔÈÅ #0/!ȭÓ ÉÎÖÅÓÔÉÇÁÔÉÖÅ 
findings; the Chief ÏÆ 0ÏÌÉÃÅȭÓ ÉÓÓÕÁÎÃÅ ÏÆ ÄÉÓÃÉÐÌÉÎÅ ÏÎ ÔÈÏÓÅ ÆÉÎÄÉÎÇÓȠ ÉÎÆÏÒÍÁÔÉÏÎ ÏÎ ÏÕÔÒÅÁÃÈ ÉÎÉÔÉÁÔÉÖÅÓȠ ÔÈÅ 
quantity of time allocated by the POB to policy activities; and identification of any issues that may necessitate 
changes to the Police Oversight Ordinance. These semi-annual reports are submitted to the Mayor and City 
Council. This report addresses the period of January 1, 2017 through December 31, 2017. 

)Î ÔÈÅ )ÎÄÅÐÅÎÄÅÎÔ -ÏÎÉÔÏÒȭÓ 3ÉØÔÈ 2ÅÐÏÒÔȟ $ÒȢ *ÁÍÅÓ 'ÉÎÇÅÒ ÅÖÁÌÕÁÔÅÄ ÔÈÅ #0/!ȭÓ compliance levels with  
relevant requirements of the CASA for the period covering February through July of 2017. The Monitor 
highlighted areas in which the CPOA was not fully compliant. For example, the Monitor noted that the CPOA 
occasionally closed cases that did not meet the technical definition for administrative closure or took more 
than seven business days to assign a case to Administrative Office investigators. The Monitor identified one 
case in which additional evidence should have been considered before a finding was recommended. The 
monitor identified two cases that were not completed within the required 90 days. These identified issues 
were based on a randomly selected sample of eight complaints. However, the Monitor found the CPOA was 
compliant with most of the pertinent  standards set forth in the paragraphs of the CASA. These include 
requirements concerning: accessibility of complaint/commendations forms; use of a centralized tracking 
system for complaints; diversity, competence and training of personnel; staffing levels; timely investigation of 
complaints and serious uses of force; recommendations of disciplinary action and policy changes to the Chief 
of Police; provision of meaningful opportunities for appeal of CPOA findings; public meetings and 
implementation of a community outreach program; and submission of semi-annual reports to City Council. 

Appointed by the City Council, the POB is comprised of nine volunteer citizenȭs representative of 
!ÌÂÕÑÕÅÒÑÕÅȭÓ ÄÅÍÏÇÒÁÐÈÉÃ ÄÉÖÅÒÓÉÔÙ ÁÎÄ ÐÏÌÉÃÅ ÏÖÅÒÓÉÇÈÔ ÐÒÏÃÅÓÓ ÓÔÁkeholders. Members serve a maximum 
of two three-year terms and receive initial and ongoing training in a variety of areas, including instruction in 
civil rights, ride-a-longs with APD officers, firearm simulation, internal affairs, use of force, equity and cultural 
sensitivity, the Court Approved Settlement Agreement, and the Police Oversight Ordinance. Currently, the 
Administrative Office has an executive director, four investigators, one community engagement specialist, one 
data analyst, and one administrative staff. The CPOA will continue to work towards complete compliance with 
the CASA.  Additionally, the CPOA will continue to collaborate with the Internal Affairs Division and the 
citizens of Albuquerque to fully and fairly investigate allegations of misconduct by the Albuquerque Police 
Department. 
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The Purpose of Civilian Oversight  
 
This infographic was developed by the National Association for Civilian Oversight of Law Enforcement 
(NACOLE) to better explain the purpose of Oversight. NACOLE is a non-profit organization that brings 
together individuals or agencies working to establish or improve oversight of police officers in the United 
States.  
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Mediation  
 
During the intake process the CPOA Director may suggest voluntary mediation to resolve complaints if 
both the complainant and the employee agree. Mediation is potentially an option for complaints involving 
apparent miscommunication or misperception between officers and members of the public. Mediation is 
not considered for complaints involving particularly egregious allegations, such as use of force, possible 
violations of law, etc. The CPOA has found the experience of both complainants and employees who 
participate in mediation encouraging.  
 
Community-Police Mediation is an alternative to the traditional way of resolving complaints about police 
misconduct. Complainants have the opportunity to sit down with the officer in a neutral and confidential 
setting, with the assistance of a professional mediator.  Research has found that mediation is far more 
likely to lead to satisfaction among complainants and officers than the traditional complaint-handling 
process. It also is more likely to result in fewer future citizen complaints against a particular officer than 
traditional methods and is more likely to result in a timely resolution when compared to formal 
investigations.5 It is important to note that several models of best practice for mediation assert that 
mediation, while an important and useful tool, should not be used in all cases.  Most expert officials in 
mediation of civilian complaints agree that the seriousness of an allegation is one factor in the 
determination of whether to mediate.  For example, in nearly all mediation programs use of force is 
considered ineligible for mediation.  Furthermore, research on eligibility for mediation asserts that cases 
involving criminal charges, officers with a history of citizen complaints, officers who have been named in 
three citizen complaints in the past 12 months, or officers with a similar misconduct allegation within the 
previous 12 months should not be referred to mediation. 6  
 
 

  
                                                      
 

5
 Proctor, Jon; Clemmons, AJl and Rosenthal, RichardΦ  нллфΦ ά5ƛǎŎƻǳǊǘŜƻǳǎ /ƻǇǎ ŀƴŘ ¦ƴǊǳƭȅ /ƛǘƛȊŜƴǎΥ aŜŘƛŀǘƛƻƴ /ŀƴ IŜƭǇέ 

Community Policing Dispatch. COPS.   
6
 Walker, S., C.A. Archbold, and L. Herbst. Mediating Citizen Complaints against Police Officers: A Guide for Police and Community Leaders. Web 

Version. Washington, D.C.: Office of Community Oriented Policing Services, 2002. 
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Policy Development and 
Recommendati ons in 2017  
 
The CPOA Ordinance provides a guideline of what is to be expected from the Agency. During the first year 
of its existence the POB created a set of operating procedures designed to meet their obligations per the 
Ordinance.  One of these obligations is to spend 51%, of their time on policy review and policy 
recommendations.  This has been interpreted to include creating processes to guide policy development.   
The resulting policy recommendations should be supported by research and have defined goals.  The 
development process can be used to track both APD SOPs and POB generated policy recommendations 
through the APD policy development process.  Primary responsibility for this policy activity has been 
assigned to the Policy and Procedures Subcommittee (P&P).  
 
Many of the policy recommendations generated by the P&P were generally thwarted by APD during 
2017.  When fundamental requests were made to Chief Gordon Eden to allow greater access to the APD 
policy development process, these requests were firmly rejected in a letter written by the Chief dated on 
April 17, 2017.  The CPOA and POB followed this letter with a letter to independent monitor Dr. James 
'ÉÎÇÅÒ ÐÏÉÎÔÉÎÇ ÏÕÔ ÔÈÁÔ !0$ȭÓ ÒÅÓÐÏÎÓÅ ÄÉÄ ÎÏt meet their requirements under the CASA.  APD was 
resistant to oversight efforts and generally denied attempts through the OPA and PPRB channels to make 
policy changes.  Little to no record of OPA meetings were made and public input was limited by to a form 
created by APD.   A critical function of the CPOA and POB is to be a conduit of information regarding the 
APD policy process to the public.  This function is improved when CPOA / POB participates directly in the 
policy development process at APD and reports the results to the public.   While this report is for 
calendar year 2017, it is being written in 2018 after a change in APD hierarchy following the election of a 
new mayor.  The change since this new APD and city administration have taken office is dramatic.  CPOA 
and POB ÍÅÍÂÅÒÓȭ recommendations and suggestions are given consideration in the APD policy process 
and a new era of cooperative relations has begun.   
 
ORDINANCE CHANGES 

In response to the problem of overcoming APD reluctance to give access to the policy development 
process and necessary associated resources and data, the CPOA developed and the POB voted to 
recommend several changes to the city ordinance establishing the CPOA that would give more weight to 
#0/! ÏÖÅÒÓÉÇÈÔ ÏÆ !0$Ȣ  /ÎÅ ÃÈÁÎÇÅ ÔÒÅÁÔÓ ÔÈÅ #0/!ȭÓ ÁÂÉÌÉÔÙ ÔÏ ÃÏÍÐÌÙ ×ÉÔÈ ÃÅÒÔÁÉÎ #!3! ÒÅÑÕÉÒÅÍÅÎÔÓ 
by giving subpoena power to the POB to facilitate investigations.  Other recommended changes deal with 
POB access to raw data; addition of language requiring APD to take policy input from the CPOA and POB 
including seats on the policy writing bodies; adding Data Analysist and Community Engagement positions 
to the ordinance; requiring APD to participate in a hearing on non-concurrences for policy and 
investigation findings; addition of language requiring the Chief of Police to notify the CPOA and the 
complainant of final findings and discipline.  These ordinance changes are pending approval by the 
Albuquerque City Council.    

 



 

11 | P a g e 

 

ORDINANCE ANALYSIS ɀ SOP CHANGES 

During the second half of 2017, POB focus was to develop processes that would create a framework for 
making policy recommendations.  This framework depended on creating a better understanding of the 
relationship between the CPOA and its oversight role of APD as stated in the ordinance.  Although, the 
ÏÒÄÉÎÁÎÃÅ ÓÐÅÃÉÆÉÅÓ ÔÈÅ ÒÏÌÅÓ ÁÎÄ ÒÅÓÐÏÎÓÉÂÉÌÉÔÉÅÓ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ #0/! ÁÎÄ 0/" ÉÎ ÏÖÅÒÓÉÇÈÔ ÁÎÄ !0$ȭÓ ÏÂÌÉÇÁÔÉÏÎ 
to cooperate by giving the CPOA access to APD resources and information, in many cases these 
ÏÂÌÉÇÁÔÉÏÎÓ ÈÁÖÅ ÎÏÔ ÂÅÅÎ ×ÒÉÔÔÅÎ ÉÎÔÏ !0$ȭÓ 3/0ÓȢ  4ÈÅ 0/" 0ÏÌÉÃÙ ÁÎÄ 0ÒÏÃÅÄÕÒÅÓ 3ÕÂÃÏÍÍÉÔÔÅÅ 
started a project to analyze the mention of APD obligations and identify the SOPs which could be 
modified to acknowledge and accommodate CPOA/POB needs.  The ordinance requires that POB 
members receive training important to their understanding of governmental and legal requirements to 
serve on a city board.  Additionally, APD has imposed additional training to educate POB members about 
APD operations.  Because this training was delayed for new board members, the POB had to make a 
considerable effort to influence APD to furnish the training they, themselves, had considered important.  
This activity was not completed until March 2018 when the modified ÖÅÒÓÉÏÎ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ #ÉÔÉÚÅÎȭÓ 0ÏÌÉÃÅ 
Academy was compressed into four days of class time held over two consecutive weekends.  Much credit 
needs to be given to the Northeast Area Command Community Policing Council members who had 
attended an earlier version of the CPA and made several recommendations to improve and shorten it for 
volunteer board members who are required to take it.  

POB POLICY DEVELOPMENT PROCESS 

The P&P continued development of their own process (P&P Process) that describes how to generate self-
initiated policy recommendations.  This process relies on incorporating best practices principles for 
public policy development.  These principles include: identify the issues, propose a solution, identify 
measurables for policy evaluation, implement the policy, review the policy periodically against the 
measured data to determine the effectiveness of the policy, and repeat this process on a regular basis.  
These same principles have been presented and enthusiastically received by APD in working group 
meetings with APD policy development personnel.   

INTEGRATE POB PROCESS TO APD PROCESS 

The CASA requires a periodic review of CASA-related SOPs on a six-month basis and all APD SOPs yearly.  
The CPOA / POB are obligated to participate in these reviews and this activity has dominated the 
workload of the P&P for the last half of 2017 especially after the change in city administration in 
December 2017.  As a result, the P&P has worked closely with APD to develop a process that integrates 
with the APD SOP review process.   

The P&P participated in creation of SOP 3-52 Policy Development Process through joint meetings with 
the City Attorney staff, the United States Attorney staff, and APD personnel assigned to policy 
development.  The SOP utilizes the Office of Policy Analysis (OPA) to present new SOPs and SOP changes 
for review by APD and the public.  Public representation is primarily provided by CPOA and POB 
membership on this committee at periodic OPA meetings.  OPA can approve the policy to move to the 
next step or send it back for further edits and modifications.  The modified SOP is available for further 
public review for about seven days.  The Policy and Procedures Review Board (PPRB) meets and review 
the recommendations made to that point.  If PPRB approves, the finalized policy may be further reviewed 
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by the POB for a thirty-day period and then sent to the Chief of APD for approval.  If the SOP is a CASA-
related policy, the Independent Monitor Team (IMT) reviews it, as well.   

In 2018, the P&P initiated  a program to have important APD policies presented at a regularly scheduled 
POB meeting to air the policy in a more publicly accessible venue.   

POB POLICY RECOMMENDATIONS 

A good policy recommendation has several characteristics: 
1. It identifies a problem and proposes a solution 
2. It is supported by data 
3. It is transparent to the community 
4. it is acceptable to APD (clear, understandable, trainable)  
5. It has a good chance of being adopted 

 
When these conditions are met, the process allows positive working relationships between the civilian 
oversight, the police, and the general public.  

Formal POB policy recommendations may start with an idea for a new policy by a POB member who has 
an idea stemming from insight into APD operations or by input from the public through community 
outreach or citizen complaints.  After that research must be done to support the proposal and it must be 
vetted by the P&P.  The policy recommendation is submitted to the POB who approves it by a majority 
vote and then directly forwards the recommendation to the Chief of APD for approval.  While this process 
may be successful, experience from the previous APD administration suggests that it depends primarily 
on the Chief for acceptance.  

We have not forgotten that APD has ownership of its SOPs and has developed a process that relies on 
significant input from APD subject matter experts who may not be experienced writing SOPs.  This 
process also includes input at OPA where a dozen APD officer-members can represent the views of their 
division and/or the APOA during reviews of an SOP.  A similar situation holds at PPRB.  If an external 
policy recommendation attempts to bypass this process, its chance of successful adoption is significantly 
reduced.   

An alternative to the formal POB process is to influence the existing APD process which allows APD to 
retain ownership.  This method deals with potential objections by APD early in the process rather than 
waiting for the Chief to cite lack of APD input.   

Here are a couple of examples that hopefully will illustrate the point.  

Example 1:  Code 3 response to priority 1 calls.  As a result of a conversation with a former APD officer 
and an EMT, a proposal was made to suggest that emergency call for service be responded to by obeying 
the normal speed limits.  Research was conducted that says the danger to the public would be reduced 
and slower response times rarely have a negative effective on the survival of victims.  Further 
informati on was gathered from the APD officer who teaches driver safety courses at the APD academy.  
This proposal was not put through the formal process based on the perceived lack of receptiveness of 
APD to consider POB proposals.  The alternative will be to present this information when this SOP (SOP 
2-6 Use of Emergency Warning Equipment) comes up for periodic review.   
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Example 2: Crimes against children investigations.  Following the tragic killing of Victoria Martens, and 
the ensuing APD investigation a citizen complaint was filed that allowed the CPOA to further investigate.  
The CPOA investigation showed that there were deficiencies in the original APD investigation.  These 
findings resulted in scrutiny of investigative techniques, the CACU and the communication with CYFD.  
APD has initiated review of these techniques and SOPs which will certainly result in significant changes 
to several SOPs.  The CPOA and POB will provide feedback and a forum for the public to see the results.   

Neither of these examples constitutes a formal recommendation but the expected result is that 
improvements to policies and processes will be made.   
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2017 Complaint  Data  

Table 2 shows the number of complaints received, administratively closed, completed investigations, and 
appealed complaints heard by the CPOA in 2017 in comparison to the previous four years. In 2017, the 
CPOA received 268 complaints (a 35% increase since 2016) and completed 116 complaints (a 65% 
decrease since 2016). The 116 complaints represented 215 unique allegations of police misconduct. Of 
those complaints completed in 2017, 68 were administratively closed and 48 were completed 
investigations. It is also important to note that investigations opened in a particular year may not be 
completed until the subsequent year, (i.e. a complaint received in November will not be completed during 
the calendar year or a deadline extension was requested). 

    Table 2. Case Summary and Status of All Complaints Received and Complaints Investigated in 2017 

Yearly Statistics  2013  2014  2015  2016  2017  

Total Complaints Received  259 233 256 198 268 

Administratively Closed 
Complaints  

131 106 69 104 68 

Investigations Completed  84 188 22 227 48 

Appealed Complaints  
Heard  

6 10 0 1 0 
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Findings, Discipline , Non-Concurrences, 
Sustained Cases and Administratively 
Closed Complaints 
 
The section below will describe the disposit ion of complaints completed in 2017, the type of discipline 
imposed, and the types of complaints that were investigated.   
 
INVESTIGATED ALLEGATIONS 
 
There were 133 total allegations investigated by the CPOA in 2017, which are presented by type and 
frequency in Figure 1Ȣ !ÌÌÅÇÁÔÉÏÎÓ ÒÅÇÁÒÄÉÎÇ Ȱ'ÅÎÅÒÁÌ #ÏÎÄÕÃÔȱ ×ÅÒÅ ÔÈÅ ÍÏÓÔ ÆÒÅÑÕÅÎÔ ËÉÎÄ ɉςφ 
allegations, or 20%), but allegations concerned wÉÔÈ Ȱ)ÎÖÅÓÔÉÇÁÔÉÏÎÓȾ$ÏÃÕÍÅÎÔÁÔÉÏÎȱ ɉρτ ÏÒ ρρϷɊȟ 
Ȱ/ÆÆÉÃÅÒȭÓ $ÕÔÉÅÓȱ ɉρρ ÏÒ ψϷɊȟ ÏÒ Ȱ3ÅÁÒÃÈÅÓȾ3ÅÉÚÕÒÅÓȱ ɉρπ ÏÒ χϷɊ ×ÅÒÅ ÁÌÓÏ ÃÏÍÍÏÎȢ 4ÈÅ ×ÉÄÅ ÖÁÒÉÅÔÙ ÏÆ 
complaint types suggests a method for triaging complaints according to severity may be appropriate.  
Providing the options of mediation and small complaint resolution to civilians with minor allegations 
might effectively address their grievances while allowing some investigative resources to be used to 
identify misconduct problems that underlie patterns of more serious complaints.7 
 
Figure 1: Total Allegations Investigated by the CPOA in 2017, by Type and Frequency 

 
                                                      
 

7 ,ÉÖÉÎÇÓÔÏÎȟ $ÅÂÒÁȢ ςππτȢ Ȱ4ÈÅ 5ÎÆÕÌÆÉÌÌÅÄ 0ÒÏÍÉÓÅ ÏÆ #ÉÔÉÚÅÎ 2ÅÖÉÅ×Ȣȱ Ohio State Journal of Criminal Law 1: 653-669. 
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To determine whether allegation types and frequencies varied by gender, Figures 2 and 3 depict the same 
information presented in Figure 1 separately for females and males, respectively. The array of allegation 
types represented among males is somewhat more varied (21 types, compared with 17 types for 
females), but otherwise the two charts arÅ ÇÅÎÅÒÁÌÌÙ ÓÉÍÉÌÁÒȢ )Î ÂÏÔÈȟ ÁÌÌÅÇÁÔÉÏÎÓ ÒÅÇÁÒÄÉÎÇ Ȱ'ÅÎÅÒÁÌ 
#ÏÎÄÕÃÔȟȱ Ȱ)ÎÖÅÓÔÉÇÁÔÉÏÎÓȾ$ÏÃÕÍÅÎÔÁÔÉÏÎȟȱ ÁÎÄ Ȱ3ÅÁÒÃÈÅÓȾ3ÅÉÚÕÒÅÓȱ ÁÒÅ ÁÍÏÎÇ ÔÈÅ ÍÏÓÔ ÆÒÅÑÕÅÎÔÌÙ ÃÉÔÅÄ 
concerns with police conduct. 
 
Figure 2: Allegations Investigated by the CPOA in 2017, Submitted by Females

 
 
Figure 3: Allegations Investigated by the CPOA in 2017, Submitted by Males
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Table 3 displays findings by allegation cross-tabulation for the ten most common allegations in 2017. 
!ÌÔÈÏÕÇÈ Ȱ'ÅÎÅÒÁÌ #ÏÎÄÕÃÔȱ ÒÅÐÒÅÓÅÎÔÓ ÔÈÅ ÃÁÔÅÇÏÒÙ ×ÉÔÈ ÔÈÅ ÈÉÇÈÅÓÔ ÎÕÍÂÅÒ ÏÆ ÁÌÌÅÇÁÔÉÏÎÓȟ ÉÔ ÁÌÓÏ 
contains the largest number of unfounded findings (18). The largest number of exonerated findings were 
ÒÅÃÏÍÍÅÎÄÅÄ ÆÏÒ ÔÈÅ Ȱ)ÎÖÅÓÔÉÇÁÔÉÏÎÓ ÁÎÄ $ÏÃÕÍÅÎÔÁÔÉÏÎȱ ÃÁÔÅÇÏÒÙ ɉρςɊȟ ×ÈÉÌÅ Ȱ'ÅÎÅÒÁÌ #ÏÎÄÕÃÔȱ ÁÎÄ 
Ȱ!ÃÔÉÎÇ /ÆÆÉÃÉÏÕÓÌÙȱ ÓÈÁÒÅ ÔÈÅ ÈÉÇÈÅÓÔ ÆÒÅÑÕÅÎÃÉÅÓ ÆÏÒ ÎÏÔ ÓÕÓÔÁÉÎÅÄ ÆÉÎÄÉÎÇÓ ɉσɊȢ 4ÈÅ ÌÁÒÇÅÓÔ number of 
sustained recommendations was ÇÉÖÅÎ ÆÏÒ ÔÈÅ Ȱ#ÏÍÐÌÉÁÎÃÅ ×ÉÔÈ ,Á×Óȟ 2ÕÌÅÓȟ ÁÎÄ 2ÅÇÕÌÁÔÉÏÎÓȱ ÃÁÔÅÇÏÒÙ 
(3). 
 
 
Table 3. Findings by Allegation Cross-tabulation for the 10 Most Frequent Allegations 

 Unfounded Sustained 
Not 
Sustained Exonerated 

Sustained 
NBOOC Total  

 General Conduct 18 0 3 5 0 26 

      Investigations & 
Documentation 

1 0 0 12 1 14 

      Officer's Duties 2 2 0 7 0 11 

      Searches & 
Seizures 

0 1 0 9 0 10 

      Acting Officiously 5 0 3 1 0 9 

      Compliance with 
Laws, Rules, & 
Regulations 

2 3 1 0 0 6 

      Racial Profiling 5 0 0 0 0 5 

      Accident 
Investigations 

2 0 0 2 0 4 

      General Order 1 1 1 1 0 4 

      On-Duty Conduct 3 0 0 1 0 4 

      Total  39 7 8 38 1 93 
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Figure 4 charts the total number of complaints closed in 2017 with one or more allegations. Of the 116 
complaints completed, 41 (35%) contained two or more allegations and 27 (23%) represented three or 
more allegations. The majority only included a single allegation (75 complaints, or 65%). In total, these 
complaints accounted for 215 separate allegations of misconduct against APD officers and employees. 
 
Figure 4: Complaints with Multiple Allegations in 2017
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INVESTIGATION FINDINGS 
 
The 48 investigated complaints represented 133 allegations of misconduct. Figure 5 describes the 
percentage of exonerated, sustained, not sustained, and unfounded findings for these allegations.  Of the 
total findings, 53 were unfounded (40%), 11 were not sustained (8%), 50 were exonerated (38%), 16 
were sustained (12%), and 3 were sustained/NBOOC (sustained violation not based on original 
complaint) (2%). According to the Cato Institute the national average for sustained findings in police 
misconduct is 8%, putting the Albuquerque Police Department above average in its sustained findings 
ɉ#!4/ )ÎÓÔÉÔÕÔÅȭÓ .ÁÔÉÏÎÁÌ 0ÏÌÉÃÅ -ÉÓÃÏÎÄÕÃÔ 2ÅÐÏÒÔÉÎÇ 0ÒÏÊÅÃÔȟ ςπρπɊȢ8 

Complaint Disposition Standards: Civilian Police Oversight investigators investigate complainant claims 
of officer misconduct and make findings regarding alleged misconduct based upon available evidence 
and requirements of APD's Standard Operating Procedures (SOPs).  The Executive Director reviews all 
investigations and determines a final finding based on a preponderance of the evidence.  A 
preponderance of the evidence means that one side has a greater weight of evidence that is more 
credible and convincing than the other side.  If the credible evidence is 50-50, the proper finding is Not 
Sustained.   

Figure 5: Findings for Completed Investigations into Complainant Allegations in 2017

 

  

                                                      
 

8 There may be some problems with using agency sustain rates as a reliable performance indicator.  Due to a lack of across 
agency standards for sustained findings, the diverse type of complaints filed in different agencies, and the fact that findings are 
just one indicator of agency performance researchers have cautioned strongly against using findings as a lone indicator of 
oversight function and performance (Walker 2001: 120-122 and 134-135; De Angelis, Joseph et. al. 2016).  
 De Angelis et.al. 2016. Civilian Oversight of Law Enforcement: Assessing the Evidence. NACOLE, U.S. Department of Justice  
 Walker, Samuel and Betsy Wright Kreisel. 2001. Police Accountability: The Role of Citizen Oversight. Belmont, CA: Wadsworth Publishing 
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